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Space Stations: Political, Practical and
Legal Considerations
By

CARL Q. CHRISTOL

Professor of InternationalLaw and PoliticalScience, University of Southern
California,Los Angeles, California.

I. INTRODUCTfION
The prospective use of large space stations poses many critical challenges. Each station will probably consist of earth-orbiting separate and
independent vehicular elements.' These elements will cluster around a

large principal object and together they will constitute a cohesive whole.
This system will be larger than the "space objects" 2 of the present, but

will occupy an infinitesimally small area in space.
The first challenge to a workable space station relates to public pol-

icy. The development of a system of viable space stations will depend
upon whether the anticipated benefits outweigh the expected costs. In
light of other national and international priorities, it must be determined

whether the long-term national interest
will be served through the con3
struction of expensive space stations.

Policy decisions, which take many variables into account, will require the examination of alternatives to a wholly national undertaking,
e.g., international efforts. This examination must include an inquiry into
the extent that national science and technology are to be shared.4 An1. A station need not be conceived of as a single structure, but rather as "clusters of
satellites within a given slot in the geostationary orbit." Grey, Space Possibilities,in ALTERNATIVE SPACE FUTURES AND THE HUMAN CONDITION 11-12 (K. Karnik ed. 1982) [hereinafter cited as ALTERNATIVE SPACE FUTURES]. Compare Christol, Space Stations: A Lawyer's
Pointof View, 4 INDIAN J. INT'L L. 488 (1964). The term has been used interchangeably with
"space platform." Compare Smith & Rothblatt, Geostationary Platforms: Legal Estates in
Space, 10 J. SPACE L. 32-33 (1982).
2. "Space objects" are artificial satellites. They are referred to in international agreements as "space objects."
3. By early 1984 steps had been taken to advance the space-based missile defense program announced by President Reagan on March 23, 1983. Address to the Nation, 19
WEEKLY COMP. PRES. DOC. 442 (Mar. 23, 1983). The development of effective particle-beam
weapons will be very costly.
4. For recent general pronouncements on this subject, see U.S. DEP'T OF STATE, PuB.
No. 2078, U.S. POLICY ON COOPERATION IN SCIEN'CE AND TECHNOLOGY 76 (1983); and
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other facet of the basic policy decision will be a determination of whether

the primary function of a space station should be civilian or military.
The activities of civilian stations would presumably focus largely on scientific programs, including pure research, and would also stress commer-

cial needs, including communications.' Unless a major commitment is
made to the civilian activities of space stations, it is probable that military uses will predominate. It has been estimated that "75 percent of
present space activity is currently devoted to military applications." 6
In weighing policy considerations, attention must be given to a
number of practical problems. The space station structure must be durable enough to assure the well being of persons on board and the success

of the planned missions. Further, it must be secure against, and there
must be political assurances that it will not experience, interference from

those possessing competing or unfriendly national outlooks.
While countries will be the principal actors engaged in space activities because of the very large monetary costs involved in the successful

development and utilization of space stations, other juridical persons will
also have a role to play. It is to be expected that international organiza-

tions and nonpublic entities will be engaged in commercial activities in
space. In addition to communications, they will participate in manufacturing, materials processing, terrestrial observation and transportation.7
Privately owned and operated space facilities may also play an important
role in the successful utilization of space stations.8
The practical challenges will require the best efforts, skills and
Pedersen, International Cooperation and Competition in Space: A Current Perspective, 11 J.
SPACE L. 21 (1983). The fact sheet outlining U.S. space policy promulgated by President
Reagan on July 4, 1982, states that "[tlechnology transfer issues will be resolved within the
framework of directives, Executive orders, and laws." 18 WEEKLY COMP. PRES. Doc. 875
(July 4, 1982).
5. See R. FILEP, D. PLUMMER & J. BLANTON, COMMERCIAL-RELATED COMMUNICATION MISSIONS FOR A SPACE STATION (1982); NATIONAL ACADEMY OF PUIiLIC ADMINISTRATION, ENCOURAGING BUSINESS VENTURES IN SPACE TECHNOLOGIES (1983); Gorove,

Implications of InternationalSpace Law for Private Enterprises, 7 ANNALS AIR & SPACE L.
319 (1982); Policy and Legal Issues Involved in the Commercialization of Space, Before the
Senate Comm. on Commerce, Science and Transportation,98th Cong., 1st Sess. 98 (1983),
6. Y. Pal, Human Dimensions of Space Futures,Some Key Questions, in ALTERNATIVE
SPACE FUTURES, supra note 1, at 9.

7. The United States has endorsed and intends to "facilitate commercial operations of
Expendable Launch Vehicles (ELV's) by the U.S. private sector." Expendable Launch Vehicles: Announcement of U.S. Government Support for Commercial Operations by the Private
Sector, 19 WEEKLY COMP. PRES. Doc. 721 (May 16, 1983).
8. Space Services Inc. of America, a Texas corporation, has obtained permission from
the federal government to engage in sub-orbital launches. Its plans call for large-scale commercial operations. There are also plans for joint ventures between ihe National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA) and the 3M Co. as well as between NASA and the
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knowledge of scientists and engineers. The security problems posed by
space stations, although practical in nature, will also require a legal analysis of the status of such stations and the perfection of a legal regime
particularly designed to facilitate their development.
H.

PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS

A. Physical Characteristics
Before the legal problems of space stations can even be anticipated,
the design, materials, structure, size, construction, available technologies
and operational capabilities of the station must be determined. Assuming that rocket propulsion capabilities and the materials to be used in the
construction of the station are dependable, there will still be the need to
test materials before full reliance could be accorded to them. It has been
suggested, for example, that before final plans are made respecting large
space structures, there must be "a program. . . to combine model, component, and subassembly tests with flight experiments on simple structures to assure safe and efficient large spacecraft." 9
The design of the space station and its response to control procedures will require very careful attention. If space structures are to meet
budgetary constraints, they must operate efficiently after their completion. Following their placement in orbital positions, it is expected that
normal "station-keeping" will be necessary. 1° Because of the size of the
stations, these station-keeping procedures may be complex and costly.
Low-cost energy for station-keeping will be necessary and will depend
upon early planning and testing of station-keeping procedures. Furthermore, the nature of solar winds, as well as the style of antennas and docking mechanisms, will have to be identified well in advance of the first
station.
Full use of space stations will include their use as storage depots,
particularly if they are to serve as way stations to the Moon and other
celestial bodies. Different facilities will have to be created depending on
whether life-sustaining materials, fuels, materials to be used in manufacturing and other necessities are to be safeguarded. It is also possible that
a fully operating space station would be equipped to engage in salvage
Fairchild Space Co. On May 16, 1983, the government announced that it would facilitate
commercial operations of expendable launch vehicles by the private sector. Id.
9. Hanks & Pinson, Large Space StructuresRaise Testing Challenges,21 AsrRoNAUTiCS
& AERONAUTICS 34 (1983). The American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics is presently engaged in setting standards for space stations.
10. "Station-keeping" is the use of practical measures to ensure that a space object will
remain in its prescribed orbit.
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operations.11
Certain practical problems will be common to all space stations.
One of these is safety. The issue of safety in space has two aspects: the
safety of humans and the safety of the structure. Because of the hazardous conditions in which the station will be operating, neither humans nor
structure will ever be completely safe.
The safety of human beings will constitute a formidable challenge
because of the manifold problems of living in space. For example, while
precautions can be taken for the known concentration of radiation in the
Van Allen Belt, the incidence of solar flares and the resulting radiation
are not as easily measured. Additionally, placing humans on a station
and evacuating them following the optimum residency period will be subject to many variations, as individual physical and emotional needs may
be highly unpredictable. To serve the needs of astronauts, food, clothing,
shelter and medical supplies and services will be necessary. In addition,
emergency transportation back to Earth must be available. Pre- and
post-launch training will have to meet exacting standards and should
include training in management skills and technical competence.
The durability and safety of a space station may be affected by many
factors. Among these are its size, its orbital position, the presence on or
near its orbital path of debris and other contaminants and the general
climatic conditions with which it will need to cope. For example, meteors travel at the rate of 250,000 kilometers an hour and even small ones
can damage space objects. The well-being of astronauts and their stations may also be adversely affected by changes in the climate occasioned
by increased amounts of carbon dioxide in space. Specifically,
chlorofluorocarbon could become a threat to the ozone layer. 12
If, over time, a greenhouse effect causes substantial increases in the
Earth's atmospheric temperature, it is probable that there will also be a
large increase in precipitation and storm patterns. 13 The sea level may
also rise. This greenhouse effect could produce the need for new launch
facilities and raises the possibility of substantial environmental and eco11. In April 1984 the Space Shuttle crew was able to remove the Solar Max space object
from its orbital position, effe'et repairs, and return it in a working condition to orbit. In November 1984 the Space Shuttle recovered the Palapa-B2 and Western Union's Westar-6 satel.
lites from elliptical orbital positions and returned them successfully to Earth.
12. Stratospheric Ozone Depletion, 1975: HearingsBefore the Subcomm. on the Upper Atmosphere of the Senate Comm. on Aeronauticaland Space Sciences, 94th Cong., 1st Sess. 762
(1975) (statement of C.Q. Christol).
13. Nanda, Global Climate Changes and InternationalLaw and Institutions, in WORLD
CLIMATIC CHANGE, THE ROLE OF INTERNATIONAL LAW AND INSTITUTIONS

Nanda ed. 198 ).

227-29 (V.P.
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nomic changes. A search for new fuels would probably result from such
changes.
Even if the development of new fuels were not a necessity, real benefits might result from reliance on solar energy. There would have to be,
however, substantial technological advancement before solar energy
could be the optimal power source for space stations. If the space stations were to orbit close to Earth, there would be a need to devise solar
panels that would not be prejudiced by close proximity to the atmosphere. If solar energy were to be transmitted to a space station from
energy collectors located in higher altitudes, the utility and safety of microwave or laser transmissions would have to be examined.' 4 Nuclear
power also might provide a reliable source of energy. Until valid standards are agreed upon and until monitoring systems ensuring safe power
concerns over the
sources are created, however, there may be widespread
5
possible dangers of nuclear powered space stations.'
Harm to the space station presumably could result at the moment of
launching as well as during the construction of the station in space. At
the other end of the spectrum, there will be a need to forecast the time
and determine the procedures to be followed when a station no longer
serves its intended purposes. Over time space is bound to become more
crowded. Disposal of large space structures in such a way that will avoid
impediments to the future use of space as well as physical harm to astronauts, space objects, ground-based individuals and property may pose
problems of the same magnitude as the original construction and placement of the station into orbit. Furthermore, the orbital patterns which
stations are expected to use over extended periods must be regulated. 6
The uses to which space stations are likely to be put will affect the
emergence of an appropriate legal regime. The regime will vary depending on whether the station is inhabited or uninhabited. The status of the
operators will also have a direct impact on emerging law, as will the
nationalities of the participants. All of the foregoing practical considerations will substantially influence the legal and political paths to be followed in maximizing the utility of space stations.
14. CHRISTOL, SATELLITE POWER SYSTEM (SPS) WHITE PAPER ON INTERNATIONAL

AGREEMENTS 123-35 (1978) (published by U.S. Dept. of Energy and NASA).
(1982).
16. The orbital pattern is the path of a satellite under the influences of the Earth's gravitational force, as modified by station-keeping procedures. The path is closed, Le., the space
object returns periodically to the same point on the path.
15. CHRISTOL, THE MODERN INTERNATIONAL LAW OF OUTER SPACE 765-810
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Security

The issue of space station security has two aspects: internal and
external. Internal security would be promoted through the presence of a
viable governing structure able to ensure the safe and efficient management of the space station. Internal security would also be enhanced
through the management of traffic patterns to and from the station, including the scheduling of arrivals and departures, and the establishment
of safety zones adjacent to the station. 17 In addition to precautions such
as traffic patterns, it will be necessary to impose and enforce antidebris
and antipollution standards. 18
Additionally, the external security of the space station must be assured. It will have to be accorded total protection from foreign destruction. Means to achieve such protection fall within the area of legal
analysis and will be discussed below. At this point it will suffice to mention that, by agreement, such stations might be analogized for safety purposes to hospital ships and internationally protected persons. The
internationalization of space station launches and their subsequent activities will undoubtedly require security assurances. Policy considerations
will influence any decision as to whether space activities are to be multilateral or unilateral. In order to render the use of space stations an international success, it will be necessary to demonstrate well in advance that
they will provide enormous benefits and services going into the "indefinite future, so [that] no one need suffer."' 9
The success of space stations will depend on acceptance of the principle that they are to be used for peaceful purposes. The cost of assuring
their security from aggression or hostile destruction would be so enormous as to preclude their construction and use. Thus, the success of
such stations has been linked to arms control. Support for this position
appeared in the Congressional testimony of Dr. John Steinbruner in 1982
concerning arms control and the militarization of space. It was his view
that "[tjhe offense, attacking satellite systems, has tremendous advantages, and the defense can be driven into enormous expenditures in trying
to protect itself ...
."2o The conclusion was reached that, without a
valid system of arms control, the cost of space stations would be so great
17. CHRISTOL, supra note 15, at 364-434, 811-40.

18. Id. at 129-51.
19. Grey, supra note 1, at 15-16.
20. Arms Controland the MilitarizationofSpace, 1982: HearingBefore the Subcomm,. on
Arms Control Oceans, InternationalOperations andEnvironment of the Senate Comm. on Foreign Relations, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 68 (1982) (statement of Dr. John Steinbruner, Director of
Defense Studies, Brookings Institute).
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as to prevent peaceful and beneficial uses of the space environment and
its resources.
Efforts to advance the security of space objects have engaged the
attention of the United Nations. In 1982, for example, the General Assembly adopted a number of resolutions designed to make space activities
safer. Building on the obligation contained in Article 4 of the 1967 Space
Treaty2 that states are not to place objects carrying nuclear weapons or
any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction in Earth orbit or install
such weapons on celestial bodies, the General Assembly adopted three
resolutions. The first was entitled "Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer
Space." 22 The second was entitled "Immediate Cessation and Prohibition of Nuclear-Weapon Tests," to which was annexed a proposed treaty
which contained the provision that no state shall engage in such explosions "anywhere." 2 3 Finally, a third resolution on "Prevention of an
Arms Race in Outer Space and Prohibition of Anti-Satellite Systems"
was adopted.24 This last resolution, which also referred to Article 4 of
the 1967 Space Treaty, placed the security of space objects on the provisional agenda of the 1983 session of the General Assembly. Despite such
efforts at the United Nations, states will undoubtedly be able to find reasons for invoking military measures in order to protect the safety and
security of space stations and their personnel.2 "
The nature of space station security problems indicates that both
international and national legal proscriptions will be necessary to protect
human beings and their space environments. The principal municipal
legal problems 2 6 relevant to the presence of space stations in orbit will
relate to the safety and security of personnel and to the object itself. The
state or states of launch, in the event there are collective launches, will
wish to maintain jurisdiction and control over the occupants and the
station.
Municipal laws will unquestionably be directed to the unique lifechallenging working conditions. Such laws will govern the identifiable
21. Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of
Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, opened for signature Jan. 27,
1967, 18 U.S.T. 2410, T.I.A.S. No. 6347, 610 U.N.T.S. 205 (entered into force for the United
States October 10, 1967) [hereinafter cited as 1967 Space Treaty]. More than 85 states are
signatories.
22. G.A. Res. 37/83, 37 U.N. GAOR Supp. (No. 51) at 68, U.N. Doe. A/37/51 (1982).
23. G.A. Res. 37/85, 37"U.N. GAOR Supp. (No. 51) at 69, U.N. Doc. A/37/51 (1982).
24. G.A. Res. 37/99D, 37 U.N. GAQR Supp. (No. 51) at 78, U.N. Doc. A/37/51 (1982).
25. B. Jasani, The Military Use of Outer Space, in WORLD AmMAIENTS AND DISAnaIAMENT, 1983 SIPRI Y.B. at 427 (1983).
26. International lawyers use "municipal" to distinguish such regimes, eg., "national,"
from international. Municipal legal issues normally do not entail international law.
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special uses to which the station can be put.2 7 Municipal laws will deal
with the internal order of a satellite, including the authority of the commander, property rights, insurance, communications and the typical subjects presented by earth-based relationships.2"
Undoubtedly there will be extensive commonality in the international and municipal legal regimes. As space stations begin to come on
line there will be a need for all states, including nonspace resource states,
to collaborate both as to the substance and process of international law.
There will also be a need for mutual awareness of national legal rules and
principles.
III. LEGAL CHALLENGES
Two important issues involving the legal uses of future space stations must be resolved. The first relates to the legal persons who may
participate in space station activities. The second focuses on the respective legal rights and duties of those who engage in the exploration, use
and exploitation of the space environment (i.e., outer space, the Moon,
and other celestial bodies). This latter issue arises from the fact that
space activities will produce both benefits and detriments upon which
competing claims may be made.
The first issue was resolved initially by the 1967 Space Treaty.29
Some aspects of this issue have been treated more completely in international agreements resulting from negotiations in the United Nations
Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS) from 1968
to the present. It is now quite clear that both natural and juridical persons may engage in space environment activities and that such juridical
persons can be national individuals or firms, states on their own account
or international organizations. Nationals, of course, would be bound by
domestic law and countries by international law. International 30organizations must comply with the COPUOS-negotiated agreements.
The second issue, that of the respective rights of persons engaged in
space station development, is more complex. An analysis of it must take
into account both national and international relationships. Moreover,
27. Such special uses will include scientific and technological experiments and activities,
perfection of energy-gathering procedures, and charting of solar events.
28. The insurance aspects of space activity are numerous. They can extend to pre-launch
harms, to the failure to obtain orbit, to the anticipated lifetime of the space object, to liability
caused either on the Earth, in air space or in outer space, and to the failure of the object or its
component parts to provide the services or facilities for which the launch took place.
29. 1967 Space Treaty, supra note 21.
30. Id. at art. 13.
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although much of the formal law on the subject is already in place,31
there will be a need for creative and innovative efforts respecting the formation of new law and the reasoned application of existing law to the
practical situations previously identified.
IV.

THE PROBLEM OF DURATION

Unquestionably, the most important legal issues will arise from the
occupancy and use by a fully equipped and functioning space station of a
fixed orbital pattern for a period of time. Such occupancy and use would
necessarily exclude other space objects or stations from that orbital position and from the attendant orbital patterns. Nonetheless, stations, like
smaller space objects, can occupy closely adjacent areas provided that
antennas and energy-gathering arrays do not block utilization of spectrum and energy resources. While there has been considerable speculation as to the number of functioning space objects that can be used at any
time, 32 full agreement as to this number has never been reached.
Space stations, as a result of the laws of physics, cannot be permanently installed in an absolutely fixed orbital position. Following expiration of the limited life expectancy of a given space object, its orbital
position will be vacated. The length of time that a given satellite has
occupied or may be able to occupy a given orbital position varies. For
example, the orbit of the United States Skylab 1, launched on May 14,
1973, had decayed in space by July 11, 1979. Recent Soviet manned
satellites of the Salyut class have remained in orbit for 211 days. Neither
the United States nor the Soviet Union has expressed an intent to create
exclusive rights in the orbital positions of their satellites. Even if they
had claimed such exclusive rights, the limited life span of the space objects would not have supported a claim of permanence. Additionally,
other states have not felt the need to protect the res communis space law
31. Ia1 See also Agreement on the Rescue of Astronauts, the Return of Astronauts and
the Return of Objects Launched into Outer Space, opened for signature Apr. 22, 1968, 19
U.S.T. 7570, T.I.A.S. No. 6599, 672 U.N.T.S. 119; Convention on the International Liability
for Damage Caused by Space Objects, opened for signature Mar. 29, 1972, 24 U.S.T. 2389,
T.I.A.S. No. 7762; Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space, opened
for signatureJan. 14, 1975,28 U.S.T. 695, T.I.A.S. No. 8480; Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, U.N. Doc. A/34/664 at 9, Nov. 12,
1979, 18 I.L.M. 1434 (1979).(entered into force July 11, 1984) [hereinafter cited as Moon
Agreement]; International Telecommunication Convention, with annexes and protocols, done
at Nairobi, Kenya, Nov. 6, 1982, - U.S.T. -, T.I.A.S. No. -, reprintedin M. BOWMAN &
D. HARRIS, MULTILATERAL TREATIES: INDEX AND CURRENT STATUS 475 (1984) (entered

into force Jan. 1, 1984).
32. CHRISTOL, supra note 15, at 2-5, 453-57, 594-95. The "position" is the place one
satellite occupies. The presence of other satellites constitutes the pattern.
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principle33 by protesting the use of a particular orbital position. The absence of protest can be construed as an acceptance of the principle that
missions of these durations have not created sovereign or proprietary
rights on the part of the United States or the Soviet Union.
The duration of a satellite in space depends in part on the kind of
fuel employed. With regard to a space object powered by solar energy, it
has been noted that since such a "satellite would not be considered a
permanent use of a particular portion of space even though the facility
would have a relatively long lifetime, it would follow that such specified
zones would also not be considered. . . permanent. . .. "I'
A nuclear powered satellite may also have a long lifetime. Nonetheless, there is an expectation here, as in the case of solar powered space
objects, that they will at some point vacate the identified orbital position.
Since science and technology have not assured space objects permanent
orbital positions, the rule of res communis for the space environment has
come to be accepted.35 It is highly doubtful that valid claims can be
made to establish sovereignty or proprietary rights in the areas to be used
at a future date by space stations.
Specifically, questions will arise whether operating space stations
will be entitled to the protections contained in Articles 1 and 2 of the
1967 Space Treaty. Article 1 provides that the exploration, use and exploitation of the space environment and its resources .shall be conducted
on a free and equal basis and that there is to be freedom of access to the
space environment. Article 2 provides that "[o]uter space, including the
Moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject, to national appropriation
by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other
means." 3 6 These articles have essentially adopted the res communis principle for space and its resources. States and other juridical persons, having been denied the right to establish sovereignty, have also been
foreclosed from asserting proprietary or property rights in an orbital position and the attendant orbital pattern.3 7
33. The essence of the res communis principle is best summed up as follows: "The high
seas being open to all nations, no State may validly purport to subject any part of them to its
sovereignty." Geneva Convention on the High Seas, art. 2, openedfor signatureApr. 29, 1958,
13 U.S.T. 2312, T.I.A.S. No. 5200, 450 U.N.T.S. 82 (entered into force for the United States
on Sept. 30, 1962).
34. Dembling & Smith, SolarPower Satellites and Security Considerations: The Casefor
MultilateralAgreements, 11 J. SPACE L. 73, 78-79 (1983).
35. Over 85 states have ratified the 1967 Space Treaty, supra note 21, which adopted the
res communis principle.
36. 1967 Space Treaty, supra note 21.
37. Christol, Article 2 of the 1967 Principles Treaty Revisited, 8 ANNALS AIR & SPAc= L.
- (1984). The conclusion is reached in that analysis that Article 2, as complemented by the
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Despite the claims made by certain equatorial states that they possess national sovereignty at geostationary levels, the space resource states
have made it known that the presence of their communications satellites
at these elevations did not constitute a basis for their claiming sovereignty in such areas. At the same time the positions advanced by the
equatorial states were rejected.38
The foregoing analysis relies on the scientific fact that space stations
could not occupy permanently a given orbital position and the attendant
orbital pattern. It has, however, been suggested that such permanent occupancies might indeed be possible.3 9 In light of this assumption, D.
Smith has suggested that it may be necessary, if space stations are to exist
in outer space, to construe Article 2 "as not applying to the permanent
occupancy of locations in the geostationary orbit."'
Operating on the
narrow premise that Article 2 is a limitation only on national governments, Smith has suggested that one way to avoid the issue of the socalled permanent presence of a station would be to interpret Article 2 as
not being applicable to privately operated stations. Further, he has suggested that the application of Article 2 would be avoided by "periodic
changes of orbital slots by space stations.""1 He concluded by expressing
the hope that the perceived Article 2 prohibition would not "be allowed
to stand as a barrier to the beneficial use of outer space produced by
permanent space stations."'4 2
The legal issue of the right of a space object to use an identified
orbital position in a given orbital pattern for a period of time is the same
whether the space object is situated several hundred miles above the surface of the Earth or is orbiting at a higher elevation, such as the geostationary orbital position. The reason that both of the indicated orbital
positions can be treated alike is that in each situation the space object is
in outer space.43 This being the case, a space station in either situation
will be able to claim all of the rights presently available to space objects
generally. They will also have to conform to all of the legal duties presother provisions of the Space Treaty, in particular Articles 1, 6 and 13, prohibits the acquisition of exclusive rights by all natural and juridical persons, including private persons, commercial enterprises, states and international organizations.
38. Seven equatorial states promulgated the Bogoti Declaration on Dec. 3, 1976, reprinted in CHRISTOL, supra note 15, at 891-96.

39. The claim, being contrary to the terms of Article 2 of the 1967 Space Treaty, has met
with the consistent opposition of the treaty partners.
40. D. SMITH, SPACE STATIONS: INTERNATIONAL LAW AND POLICY 106 (1979).
41. Id.
42. Id. (emphasis added).

43. Jakhu, The Legal Status of the GeostationaryOrbit, 7 ANNALS AIR & SPACE L 333,
350 (1982); CHRISTOL, supra note 15, at 505-33.
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ently incumbent on existing space objects following launch, entry into
orbit and return to Earth. 44
Practical considerations support the view that, once a space station
has ascended to a given orbital position and is using a given orbital pattern, it should be allowed to make the most effective and efficient use of
this resource. A space object, like a commercial fishing vessel, derives
substantial benefit from its relatively unencumbered use of the place or
area well suited to its intended mission.
This comparison may be criticized on grounds that the fishing vessel
appears to be more mobile than a space object in an orbital position. A
space object, however, does not occupy an absolutely fixed position, as
proven by the need for station-keeping procedures; it, like the vessel,
must put out from its base on land in order to reach the desired haven.
The haven in each instance need not necessarily be the initial point of
departure. Moreover, the space object is rarely able to maintain a prescribed position. While the regulated mobility of maneuverability or a
fishing vessel may be greater than that of a space station, and the rate of
movement of the two is not comparable, neither can really be said to
occupy permanently the respective mediums suited to their functions.
V. THE PROBLEM OF ACCESS
Despite the fundamental principle that space stations may be employed in the free and equal exploration, use and exploitation of the space
environment and its resources, the issue of whether launchers are to be
accorded equitable, as opposed to free, access to the space environment
has been recently raised. Space resource states, having scientific and
technological capabilities and being economically advanced, will be freely
able to have access to the space environment and its resources. The less
developed countries, being unable to engage in space activities through
reliance on their own resources, will require help. They relate their need
for such assistance to the condition of "equitable" access.
The issue of access relates to the claims put forward by a number of
the less developed countries (LDC's), particularly in recent meetings of
the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) for an a priori distribution to claimant states of an exclusive allotment to them of the orbit/
spectrum resource.45 Currently the LDC's are asserting a right to equitable access to the space environment rather than free access. Moreover,
44. See Jakhu, supra note 43.
45. In particular, health, safety, and security laws and regulations must be complied with.
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their demands have been for guaranteed equitable access 4 6 Unquestionably, the claims of the LDC's for a larger share of the benefits to be
derived from the exploration, use and exploitation of the space environment will play a critical role respecting the future and maximum utilization of space stations.
The demands of the LDC's for an exclusive allotment of specific
orbit/spectrum resources and for guaranteed equitable access to the
space environment have stemmed from the presence in international
space relations of a proposition known as "first-come, first-served." At
conferences held under the auspices of the United Nations and the ITU,
the LDC's have denounced the significance of the foregoing expression. 47
In their view this formula has been used by the space resource states to
assure exclusive use of geostationary orbital positions and the radio spectra employed by space objects using such orbital positions and patterns.
Several states, including the United States, have taken considerable pains
to deny the legal significance of the formula and at the same time to
oppose an alternative approach put forward by the LDC's which would
immobilize the "first-come, first-served" proposition.48
The LDC's, in an effort to defeat what they consider to be an inequitable claim by the space resource states to access and use of the orbit/
spectrum resource, have urged the adoption of a new international system for the allotment of the resource. They have turned to the ITU,49
which, in past years, has been engaged in the narrow function of making
technical allocations of radio frequencies to three geographical regions of
the world. Such allocations, which take into account different kinds of
radio services, are then reallocated by regional administrative radio conferences to states located in the respective regions. The purpose of such
allocations has been to prevent interference by broadcasters with the radio spectrum so that efficient use would be facilitated.
This procedure has produced desirable results. LDC's, however,
have viewed such allocations as giving the advanced states certain special
46. Robinson, RegulatingInternationalAirwaves:The 1979 ARC, 21 VA. J. INTL L 45
(1980); Christol, National Claims of the Using/Sharingof the Orbit/SpectrumResource, PRoc.
OF THE 25TH COLLOQUIUM ON THE LAW OF OUTER SPACE 295 (1983); Christol, Telecommunications, Outer Space, and the New InternationalInformation Order (NIO), 8 SYRACUSE J.
INT'L L. & COM. 343, 358 (1981); Smith & Rothblatt, supra note 1, at 37-39.
47. CHRISTOL, supra note 15, at 530-31.

48. The United States has made its views known at the general conferences of the 1TU, as
well as at the periodic meetings of the ITU-sponsored world and regional administration radio
conferences.
49. Major conferences of the ITU were held at Malaga-Torremolinos in 1973 and at Nairobi in 1982. Radio conferences have been convened regularly since 1959. Many have met or
are scheduled to meet during the present decade.
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advantages. In an effort to remedy the purported imbalances, the LDC's
have urged that a scheme of allotments should replace the allocation process.5" This has resulted in an effort to confer upon the ITU the power to
make a priori distributions, e.g., allotments, to countries of the exclusive
right to specific orbit/spectrum resources.
These proposals have been well received among the LDC's, which
comprise the majority in the ITU. They have, however, been opposed by
many of the space resource states, including the United States, on the
ground that such distributions would be made to states having neither
the resources nor the present need to use and exploit them. Furthermore, these advanced states have urged that such allotments would deprive them of the right to use and exploit the resources, which now are
subject to the res communis regime.
The position of the space resource states has thus been that the ITU
should continue its function of making allocations. They argue that the
so-called "first-come, first-served" formula does not create exclusive
rights for present users, and that, at such time as the LDC's have an
existing and clear need for additional radio frequencies, the existing
space resource states will accommodate their existing uses to the practical needs of the LDC's. 1 Nonetheless, the LDC's have been concerned
that the occupancy of orbital positions by the existing space resource
states will result in the monopolization by the latter of the radio spectrum resource. 2
Claims of LDC's for special rights of an exclusive nature are inconsistent with the res communis principle and could impose serious constraints on an extensive and unrestricted use of the orbit/spectrum
resource. Any constraints which would restrict the free and equal exploration, use and exploitation of the space environment and which would
50. This was particularly evident at the 1979 World Administrative Radio Conference. It
has been a constant theme down to the present.
51. The question has been raised, however, whether a state having put a space object into
a geostationary orbital position would feel obliged to vacate that position when an international organization has "assigned," e.g., allotted, that slot to another state and it has given
notice that it is ready to make use of it. Stowe, The Legal and PoliticalConsiderationsof the
1985 World AdministrationRadio Conference, 11 J. SPACE L. 61, 64 (1983). Stowe poses the
issue of how an international body, having a mandate from the international community, could
guarantee access to an orbital position for a developing country without limiting the needs of
the space resource states. Stowe believes that it would not be physically impossible for a communications satellite to be shifted to an alternative location. To effect the same modification
for a space station might present insurmountable technical problems.
52. OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT, CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, RADIOFREQUENCY USE AND MANAGEMENT, IMPACTS FROM THE WORLD ADMINISTRATIVE RADIO CONFERENCE OF 1979 37-66 (1982).
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limit free access to the environment and its resources would materially
impede the successful use of space stations. In planning for the future of
space stations, there is an immediate need to clarify national and international policies relating to the legal conditions under which the orbit/
spectrum resource is to be explored, used and exploited. Although it is
to be anticipated that a space station will occupy an orbital position
within an orbital pattern for extended periods of time, this should not be
perceived as a permanent occupancy nor should such occupancy be
treated as a violation of the res communis principle.
In the future, when there may be international competition for the
use of a given orbital position which has been previously occupied by a
national space station, practical considerations may require the creation
of institutions suitably endowed with legal authority to manage such
matters. The role of such an institution could be enlarged if the LDC's
were to contend, as they have in recent international negotiations, that
they are entitled to share in the technological innovations of the future,
possibly including sharing access to collectively produced solar energy
and other space resources.53
VI.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

The success of space stations will depend greatly on the absence of
natural and man-made impediments. The presence of pollutants such as
energy-based effluents and radioactivity must be anticipated. In addition,
solid debris is increasingly being seen as a substantial hazard. Although
the 1963 Nuclear Weapon Test Ban Treaty prohibits nuclear explosions
in outer space, there is no international agreement prohibiting all intentional explosions. 54 Nor are there formal restrictions on the presence in
space of space objects which are no longer functional.
The gravity of the situation, particularly if current practices continue, is reflected by the estimate that in addition to the trackable debris
there is presently in orbit "a population of 5,000 to 10,000 objects too
small to be tracked with existing systems.""5 It has also been noted that
this debris is located at altitudes of 500 to 1,000 kilometers, with the
53. These issues have been raised at ITU-sponsored radio conferences. Id. at 67. See
Robinson, supra note 46.
54. The Nuclear Weapon Test Ban Treaty, 14 U.S.T. 1313, 1387, T.I.A.S. No. 5433, 480
U.N.T.S. 43 (entered into force for the United States Oct. 10, 1963). It has been ratified by
over 100 countries.
55. Kessler, Collision Avoidance in Space, IEEE SPECTRUM 39 (June 1980). See also
Smith, Protectingthe Earthand Outer Space Environment: Problemsof on-EarthSpace Debris,
PROC. OF THE 25TH COLLOQUIUM ON THE LAW OF OUTER SPACE 46 (1983). The subject of
"Legal Aspects of Protection of the Earth and the Outer Space Environment" was considered
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maximum density near 850 kilometers. 6 The continued testing of space
objects in outer space will unquestionably produce many more observable fragments, as well as debris too small to be identified. The situation is
troubling to all who are engaged in space activities, as the presence of
such debris will hinder the utility of future space stations. It will also
have detrimental effects upon present users, including basic research and
civil and military communications.
International alarm respecting such hazards was expressed in the
1982 and 1983 draft principles on remote-sensing prepared by the Legal
Subcommittee of COPUOS.5 7 The fifth principle states that remote-sensing of the Earth from outer space should promote the protection of the
Earth's natural environment.5 8 It provides that states possessing information useful for the prevention of phenomena detrimental to the natural
environment of the Earth are obliged to publicize such information. Another formulation of this proposed duty is contained in a 1981 working
paper on remote sensing put forward by Mexico. It suggested that
"[r]emote sensing of the earth . . . shall promote the protection of the
natural environment of the earth."'5 9
With the present high volume of space activity, and the prospect of
increasing activity in the future, the probability of collisions has become
a major issue. It has been estimated that with 10,000 trackable objects
present in space by 1985 the "probability of collision could be as high as
10 percent."' Assuming that there would be 20,000 trackable items in
space by 1995, it was estimated that the probability of collision would
61
increase to 20 percent.
Another potential problem is that some solid debris may be radioactive. From its launch on December 3, 1982, until it became nonfunctional on February 7, 1983, the Cosmos 1402 carried a nuclear reactor.
With its disintegration, the component parts of the satellite fell into the
at the 1982 Paris meeting of the International Institute of Space Law. Twelve papers on this
subject appear in id. at 1-68.
56. Wolfe, Chobotov & Bond, Man-made Debris,Implicationsfor the Future, INTERNATIONAL ACADEMY OF ASTRONAUTICS 82-260 [hereinafter cited as Man-made Debris].

57. An orbiting space object engages in remote sensing when it monitors events and conditions occurring on the Earth, in outer space, and on the Moon and other celestial bodies,
58. U.N. Doc. A/AC.105/305, Annex I at 8 (1982); U.N. Doe. A/AC. 105/320, Annex I
at 17 (1983).
59. U.N. Doe. WG/RS (1981)/WP.2, Mar. 19, 1981; U.N. Doc. A/AC.105/35, Annex I
at 13 (1982).
60. Wolfe, Mission Requirementsfor Orbit Transfer Operations: Final Report, 1 A3ItoSPACE REPORT No. ATR-79(7723)-1 (1979) (Aerospace Corp., El Segundo, California).
61. Id. CompareMan-made Debris,supra note 56, at 82-260. See also Chobotov, Collision
Hazardin Space, 18 ASTRONAUTICS & AERONAUTICS 38 (1980).
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Indian Ocean. This occurrence, reminiscent of the 1978 unprogrammed
reentry of Cosmos 954 (also equipped with a nuclear generator), called
attention to the need for radiological protection, notification, orbital prediction and search and recovery. Some states have also called for a moratorium on the use of nuclear power in space vehicles.6'
In light of such prospects and events, it is evident that a number of
practical measures must be considered for the mitigation of such possibilities. Among the subjects proposed for study have been collision
avoidance, removal of inactive satellites, disposal orbits, space debris detection, the problems of human error and technical malfunction, published notice of the locations of space objects and the legal measures
required to cope with such problems.63 Some international legal principles dealing with environmental problems are already in place. Article 9
of the Space Treaty of 1967 requires consultations among states when
national or private activities could cause potentially harmful interference
with the activities of other states in the peaceful exploration, use and
exploitation of outer space and its natural resources. This article mandates that such consultations take place prior to engaging in the potentially harmful activity or experiment."
Article 7 of the Treaty, as
provided in greater detail in the 1972 Convention on the International
Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects,6 prescribes the situations and circumstances in which monetary recovery can be obtained for
broadly identified damages.
General principles designed to preserve the integrity of the human
environment were formally promulgated by the 1972 UN Conference on
the Human Environment. Principle 21 ordained that states have the "responsibility to ensure that activities within their jurisdiction or control
do not cause damage to the environment of other States or of areas beyond the limits of national jurisdiction." 6 6 Principle 6 called for a halt to
the discharging into the environment of toxic substances having the capacity to impose irreversible damage upon ecosystems.
62. U.N. Doe. A/AC105/318, at 13 (1983); U.N. Doe. A/AC.105/320, at 22-23 (1983).
Compare B. Jasani, supra note 25, at 457; CHRISTOL, supra note 15, at 765-810.
63. Perek, Traffic Rules for Outer Space, PROCEEDINGS OF THE 25TH COLLOQuIuM ON
THE LAW OF OUTER SPACE 37 (1983).
64. 1967 Space Treaty, supra note 21, art 9.
65. Convention on International Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects, 24
U.S.T. 2389, T.I.A.S. No. 7762 (entered into force for the United States Oct. 9, 1973). It has
been ratified by more than 65 states.
66. U.N. Doe. A/CONF.48/14 and Corr. 1, 11 I.L.M. 1416 (1972). The principles of the
Conference were approved by the United Nations General Assembly in Resolution 2996
(XXVIII) on Dec. 14, 1972.
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The 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
sought to reduce the presence of nuclear weapons; it also afforded protections to legitimate space activities. The 1977 Environmental Modification Convention imposed duties not to deliberately manipulate changes
in the ionosphere or in the weather and climate patterns, including the
ozone layer and outer space.68
Differences in these several approaches should be noted. Following
the establishment of general principles, there was provision in 1972 for
damages in the event of harm. The 1963,69 1968,70 and 197771 agreements72 specifically prohibit conduct which, on the basis of scientific
findings, would substantially harm the world's ecological system.
VII.

MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS

The increase in human activities in the space environment has
prompted suggestions that it may eventually become necessary to create
a new international organization to deal with space activities and resources. This concern resulted in the incorporation into Article 11(5) of
the 1979 Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and
Other Celestial Bodies of a provision calling for the establishment of "appropriate procedures" so that the international legal regime governing
exploitation of the natural resources of the Moon might be rendered
effective. 7 3
The provision calling for the establishment of "appropriate procedures" could contribute to the stability of the exploration, use and exploitation of Moon resources. The provision is evidence of the fact that
some formal institutions will be required for the regulation of space activities. Presently, the United Nations is perceived as the institution dedicated to the formation of legal principles governing the space
environment and its resources. The ITU, on the other hand, having a
67. Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, openedfor signatureJuly 1, 1968,
21 U.S.T. 483, T.I.A.S. No. 6839, 729 U.N.T.S. 161 (entered into force for the United States
Mar. 5, 1970). More than 120 States are signatories.
68. Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmen.
tal Modification Techniques, done May 18, 1977, 31 U.S.T. 333, T.I.A.S. No. 9614 (entered
into force for the United States Jan. 17, 1980). More than 40 states are signatories.
69. Nuclear Weapon Test Ban Treaty, supra note 54.
70. Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, supra note 67.
71. Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, supra note 68.
72. See supra note 31.
73. U.N. Doc. A/34/664 (1979); U.N. Doc. A/RES/34/68 (1979); 18 I.L.M. 1434, 1438
(1979).
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technical background relating to the allocation of radio frequencies, has
been obliged to develop administrative skills and techniques. Nonetheless, because of its limited authority the ITU would have to be vastly
overhauled if it were to be considered a candidate for general operational
or management responsibilities for space and space resources. Because of
the special functions of the United Nations and the ITU, and in light of
the growing need to deal with space activities and resources, the time
appears ripe for further study of a permanent specialized agency in the
United Nations to deal with space problems. Numerous proposals have
been made, including the 1978 French suggestion for an International
Satellite Monitoring Agency.7 4
The French proposal called for the use of observation satellites as a
means for monitoring compliance with existing disarmament agreements.
The agency's principal function was to be monitoring conformity to international disarmament and security agreements. It was also to be
available for use in the scientific investigation of situations such as infringements of bilateral agreements, threats to national security or any
dispute or situation which might lead to international friction or give rise
to a dispute.7 5
Foliowing a politically oriented consideration of the utility of such
an agency, the General Assembly on December 9, 1982, voted on a resolution entitled "Monitoring of Disarmament Agreements and Strengthening of International Security: Proposal for the Establishment of an
International Satellite Monitoring Agency. ' 76 The resolution reaffirmed
the importance of appropriate international monitoring measures in establishing and implementing disarmament agreements and in strengthening international security and confidence. It called for a report by the
Secretary-General on the organizational aspects of such a new international institution.77 The Resolution received 126 favorable votes, eleven
abstentions, and nine negative votes, including that of the Soviet Union.
The United States abstained.7
Important policy, practical and legal issues will have to be resolved
prior to the establishment of an international space organization.7 9 In
74. U.N. Doe. A/S-1O/AC.1/7 (1978).

75. Id. Annex, at 2-3. For an extensive analysis of the legal nature and the technical
implications of such an agency, see Study Prepared by the Group of Governmental Experts on

the Implications of Establishing an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, U.N. Doc. A/
AC.206/14 (1981).

76.
77.
78.
79.

37 U.N. GAOR Supp. (No. 51) at 64, U.N. Do=. A/37/51 (1983).
Id.
I&
CHRISTOL, supra note 15, at 364-434.
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order to serve the needs of the space age, such an organization undoubtedly must possess the power to formulate legal principles, standards and
rules. It also must be endowed with the power to manage or supervise,
on behalf of the international community, a number of practical events
and activities. Through such a combination of powers, the space environment and its resources would be most efficiently, economically and
equitably explored, used and exploited.
Among the practical problems which might be dealt with by such an
organization are the scheduling of launches, the fixing of traffic patterns,
the reduction of hazards to navigation, the establishment of standards for
the use of nuclear energy as a power source, the monitoring of space
activities, the rendering of survival assistance, the recording of information including the identification of launching authorities engaged in space
activities, the formation of safety "off limits" areas closely proximate to
stations, the provision for and the conduct of inspection of space stations,
liaison with national juridical persons, the formulation of standards respecting the spaceworthiness of materials and the establishment and implementation of standards dealing with the competency of individuals to
engage in space station activities. If it were decided, as it was in Article
11 of the 1979 Moon Agreements,8 0 that the benefits derived from space
station activities should be shared, the organization would be expected to
play a leading role in the implementation of suitable policies.
VIII.

CONCLUSION

The decision to embark upon a space station project, either by one
state or by states collectively, must take into account important policy,
practical and legal considerations. Such an undertaking should be premised on the principles of Articles 1 and 2 of the 1967 Space Treaty, i.e.,
that there should be the freest possible access to the space environment
and to its resources. Moreover, there should be equal opportunities for
the exploration, use and exploitation of space and its resources. Pursuant
to the res communis principle promulgated in Articles 1 and 2 of the
Space Treaty, space objects must be allowed to orbit freely. No state or
other legal entity should be allowed to remove existing space objects
from their orbital positions nor permitted to establish sovereignty or exclusive proprietary rights to orbital positions or to the attendant orbital
pattern. If such goals are to be achieved, there must be an acceptable
and well understood legal regime allowing for the peaceful conduct of
space activities.
80. Moon.Agreement, supra note 31, at art. II.
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The space policy of the United States promulgated on July 4, 1982,
is consistent with the foregoing fundamental principles.8 One of the key
objectives of this policy is to "continue to explore the requirements, operational concepts, and technology associated with permanent space facilities."'8 2 Such an undertaking is also consistent with the basic goals of the
United States, namely, to strengthen security, to maintain space leadership, to obtain economic and scientific benefits, to expand private-sector
investment and involvement in civil activities, to promote international
cooperative activities and to cooperate with other states in maintaining
the freedom of space for activities designed to enhance the security and
welfare of humankind.8 3
Although these goals are focused on objectives especially germane to
a system of free enterprise, they should appeal to all natural and juridical
persons who seek an orderly legal regime for space environment activities. With this in mind, the United States in its 1982 policy memorandum restated the fundamental principles contained in Articles 1 and 2 of
the 1967 Space Treaty. This means that the United States is committed
to the legal principle, and to the policies underlying the principle, that
the use of orbital positions and attendant orbital patterns--even though
possibly of considerable duration-could not constitute a valid basis for a
claim of sovereignty over such positions and patterns. Any doubt as to
the policy of the United States on this subject would have to take into
account the 1982 statement in which it was affirmed that national space
systems have "the right of passage through and operation in space without interference. Purposeful interference with space systems shall be
viewed as an infringement upon sovereign rights.""4
Based on these policy and legal considerations, the United States has
made explicit reference to its intention to pursue a civil space program
designed to "explore the requirements, operational concepts, and technology associated with permanent space facilities."8" At the same time
that the United States announced its policies relating to civil activity in
the space environment, it also made known the outline of its national
security space program. Based on the proposition that national satellites
should not be allowed to become the object of hostile attack or interference, the United States indicated it was proceeding with the development
of an antisatellite capability (ASAT), with operational deployment as a
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.

18 WEEKLY
Id at 874.
Id at 872.
Id. at 873.
Id. at 874.

COMP.

PREs. Doc. 872 (July 4, 1982). See supra note 4.
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goal. The policy statement affirmed that "the primary purposes of a
United States ASAT capability are to deter threats to space systems of
the United States and its allies, and, within such limits imposed by international law, to deny any adversary the use'8 6of space-based systems that
provide support to hostile military forces."
In order to assure the success of space stations, it will'be necessary
to gather wide-ranging support from both advanced and developing
countries. The latter have misconceptions about the "first-come, firstserved" formula. In order to enlist their support, it will be necessary to
demonstrate that the presence of long-lived space stations creates neither
sovereign nor proprietary rights in the space environment. To prove this
point, the space resources states must be prepared to find means for the
sharing of the existing right to use the orbit/spectrum resource. Moreover, there will be a need to demonstrate to the LDC's that they will be
provided a reasonable opportunity to share in such uses, including the
benefits to be derived from such uses. Such an approach should persuade
them that the unobstructed use of the orbit/spectrum resource cannot be
subject to the sovereign or the proprietary rights of individual states.
If these goals are to be realized, a viable legal regime with strong
institutional support will be necessary. Because these goals are ambitious; and will require a very large measure of international cooperation,
immediate attention should be given to basic criteria for a suitable international regulatory instrumentality. International law and international
legal principles can be useful in normalizing the operational successes of
space stations.
If the law's resources and capacities are to be niaximized, they
should be addressed to practical problems before they arise. It is not too
early to engage in clarifying and modifying existing principles to cope
with the unique issues presented by space stations as well as the constituent elements of an accompanying international organization. In order to
minimize the general complexities and uncertainties of space station activities and operations, a secure and relevant legal system, undergirded
by the support of the world community, should now be put in place.

86. Id. at 875.

